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Some Discussions about the Exemplar Model




The author investigated in this paper, the abilities and limitations of the computational
models, which can explain the category specicity in neuropsychology. There have been many
clinical reports dealing with the patients of category specic disorders. Some brain damaged
patients show diculty in identifying animals, while others cannot distinguish inanimate objects,
which is so-called a double-dissociation. However, the mechanisms and processes of how this
double-dissociated symptoms emerge remain to be unsolved. Several computational models
have been proposed so far in dealing with this double-dissociated category specicity. This
double-dissociation between animate and inanimate objects should provide useful suggestions
on the organization of human semantic memory. Among the models to explain the double-
dissociated symptoms, there are two models that can be regarded as one of the most promising
models. One is the exemplar model, originally proposed by Nosofsky (1986) The other is the
ALCOVE model, which is a neural network implementation of the exemplar model. ALCOVE
model per se, however, could not explain the disability related to the inanimate objects. In this
paper, the author reveals why this model fails to explain the disability to recognize inanimate
objects from the computational point of view. Furthermore, additional requirements of
theoretical considerations are suggested in order to put this eld forward to new perspectives.
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